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Background

Tinto's (1993) model of student persistence asserts that academic and social integration
of the individual into the culture of the higher education institution drives continued
enrollment and program completion. Maintaining that the extent of this integration may
vary considerably and that one form of integration may predominate, Tinto points out
that it can be a challenge for community colleges to achieve a significant degree of
either form of integration. Bean and Metzner (1985) cited the importance of academic
integration to promote persistence among adult, non-traditional students at an urban
commuter university by providing those students with evidence that they can indeed
succeed in an academic environment.

Faced often with the need to serve large populations of non-traditional, underprepared
students, community colleges have turned to developmental (a.k.a. remedial or
compensatory) education as a principle vehicle for fostering academic integration.
Developmental education has seldom been investigated within the student
persistence literature as a factor that influences persistence. Notable exceptions
include Clagett (1996), Grosset (1991), Johnson (1996), Roueche (1973, 1977) and
Windham (1995). These researchers demonstrated that developmental education does
influence students' educational progress in community colleges. Given the
considerable extent of research on student persistence, developmental education is a
largely unexplored indicator.

Data from the National Center for Education Statistics (1996) indicate that nearly all the
nation's community colleges, as well as a majority of other higher education institutions,
offer developmental education. A major purpose of such programs is to help
underprepared students persist in higher education and achieve their respective
educational goals.

Purpose

Many institutions and states dedicate copious, annual investments of human, fiscal and
capital resources to remedial education programs. Like many community colleges,
Sinclair Community College (an urban institution of over 19,000 students located in
Dayton, Ohio), has invested substantial dollars ($2.2 million annually for operating and
personnel costs) to provide a comprehensive developmental studies department that
serves underprepared students. To ensure accountability, much research has been
done within this institution to document the effectiveness of this investment as it relates
to student learning outcomes.

Previous tracking studies conducted by this institution confirmed that the developmental
student who completed all required remediation was more likely to achieve a grade of
'C' or higher in college-level coursework than the student who did not take required
remediation. Though we could document success in remedial populations when
measured by GPA, the institution was interested in finding a means to test commonly
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held perceptions about the behaviors of underprepared students. These common
perceptions (held by critics and some supporters of remedial education alike) suggest
that: 1) student progress is inversely related to the need for remediation; 2) the remedial
student gets mired in remediation and rarely progresses beyond that level of instruction;
and 3) it is the developmental student who is most likely to leave the institution before
degree completion. It was the intent of this study to test these perceptions against
actual student behavior; to determine which are valid concerns; and to use the results to
evaluate what the institution might do to improve the likelihood of success for its
students.

To answer these questions better, we developed a procedure for assigning students to
risk groups based upon the amount of remediation taken. These risk groups were then
tracked to determine their progress. Such a focus permitted the institution to assess the
efficacy of developmental instruction on longitudinal persistence and on students'
performance in initial college-level courses. Thus, the research supports the College's
overall continuous quality improvement initiative, as well as the plan for assessing
student outcomes required by Sinclair's regional accrediting body.

Methodology

Sinclair requires all new, degree-seeking students to take a computer-adapted test
(ACT's COMPASS) to assess their reading, writing, and mathematics abilities.
Students scoring within the developmental range on this test must complete a
prescribed series of developmental courses and demonstrate post-secondary
proficiency in reading, writing, and mathematics before being permitted to enroll in
college-level courses.

To test the theory that student progress is inversely related to the need for remediation,
this project assigned new students from fall cohorts to one of four "risk groups". These
risk groups were based on the lowest level of remedial coursework in which the student
enrolled during their first three quarters at the institution. Based on the hypothesis, the
levels were labeled as follows: (1) High Risk (requires extensive remediation students
who are unable to read at the ninth grade level and who lack basic grammar skills); (2)
Medium Risk (requires a moderate level of remediation students who are unable to
read at twelfth grade level and who lack adequate skills in grammar, arithmetic, or
science); (3) Low Risk (requires minimal remediation students who lack adequate
writing, basic algebra or geometry skills); and (4) No Risk (requires no remediation
students considered prepared for college-level instruction). In the Appendix, Table A
presents the course goals for each remedial level. Table B shows the distribution of
students in each risk level for multiple fall cohorts.

The time needed for successful course completion by each cohort and risk group was
measured on two levels: the number of terms required to successfully complete the
remedial sequence (if enrolled); and the time required to successful complete initial
college-level English or math coursework.
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Lastly, we tracked each cohort and risk group to determine if remedial students were
more likely than non-remedial students to leave the institution before degree
completion.

The following data were gathered on each student to create an even more finite set of
cohorts. Degree-seeking status was collected so we could examine differences within
and between risk groups on this variable. Average credit hour load (defined as the
average credit hours taken over the first three quarters) allowed us to determine if these
variables positively or negatively impacted retention or successful completion of
developmental English and math coursework. Enrollment patterns, course completions,
and graduation statistics were also compiled.

The initial tracking project reported in this paper was undertaken in 1995 and all the
data available at that time for the Fall cohorts 1989 to 1993 were collected. In early
1998, the tracking program was run again to provide additional statistics, through Spring
1997, for the original five cohorts and three new cohorts 1994, 1995, and 1996.

Complete data for at least three years after the initial start term are now available for
six cohorts that entered the College beginning in Fall 1989. The actual retention and
completion percentages vary somewhat from one cohort to another, but the enrollment
and performance patterns are nearly identical for each cohort. For ease of
interpretation, findings from the 1991 Cohort are presented here. Full data for all cohorts
can be found in the Appendix. A second look at the conclusions, using data from the
1994 Cohort, follows the discussion of the 1991 Cohort findings.

The 1991 Cohort Characteristics

The 1991 Cohort consisted of all first-time-in-college students who began at Sinclair in
Fall 1991. Overall, there were 2,817 students in this cohort. The first risk level (high
remediation) consisted of 137 students (4.9%); there were 976 (34.6%) in the second
level (medium amount of remediation); and 402 (14.3%) were assigned to the third risk
category (low remediation). The remaining students (1,302 or 46.2%) were placed into
Risk Level 4, indicating that developmental courses were not taken. Overall,
approximately 54% of this cohort enrolled in developmental education courses.

Average credit hour load was recorded for each student, based on the average number
of credit hours taken per term during the first three quarters. In general, average credit
hour load was lower for students who took more remedial preparation. Over 88% of
Risk Level 1 (high remediation) averaged less than 6 credit hours per term that first year
(see Table C in the Appendix). Degree-seeking status was determined from an "intent"
question on the admissions application. Approximately 84% of the 1991 Cohort
declared themselves to be degree-seeking.
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Findings: Attrition

Retention rates for each Risk Level were represented by the percentage of students
who were no longer enrolled after one quarter, three quarters, and three years. Table 1
demonstrates the enrollment patterns for the 1991 Cohort. Tables D, E, and F in the
Appendix contain enrollment statistics for all cohorts. Contrary to expectations, the No
Risk students (Risk Level 4) emerged as the group least likely to persist from quarter-to-
quarter. After three terms, about 44% of this group were still enrolled, and the remedial
students had retention rates of 58% to 69%. Low Risk students (Risk Level 3) were the
students most likely to be enrolled after three years (26% remained). Additionally, loss
of enrollment during this period was not offset by graduations only 4.1% of all students
(and 4.9% of the degree-seekers) had graduated after three years.

TABLE 1

Risk
Percent Ndt Enrolled

After 1 quartet, fter 3 quarters After 3 years

1 (High remediation)
2 (Medium remediation)
3 (Low remediation)
4 (No remediation)

29.9
23.7

41.6
30.8

76.6
73.4

24.1 32.6 69.9
44.9 55.5 78.3

This same data was collected on the degree-seekers within the cohorts to determine if
degree-seeking status had an impact on the findings. Although the percentage of
students who attrited was somewhat less among the degree-seekers within the risk
groups, the relationship continued to hold true: students who enrolled in remedial
courses were more likely to persist than those who did not enroll in such courses.

Findings: Developmental Course Sequence Completions

In order to enroll in initial college-level courses, students requiring remediation must first
complete the recommended sequence of developmental courses. In the 1991 Cohort,
only about 44% of those who enrolled in remediation completed the developmental
sequence within three years. However, in reviewing the difference between the risk
groups, the Medium Risk group had the best completion rate (52%) and High-Risk
students were least likely to complete remedial requirements. Table 2 illustrates
developmental sequence completion for each of the remedial risk groups.
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TABLE 2
Percent Completinb Developmental Sequence

Risk Level After .3 Quarters j After 3 Years:
1 (High remediation) 16.1 22.6
2 (Medium remediation) 49.8 52.0
3 (Low remediation) 31.8 32.8
Risk Levels 1 - 3 42.0 44.3

It appears that the concern that students can become mired in remediation for an
extensive period may be justified (especially for those in the High Risk group); yet it is
valuable to note that, for those retained students who do complete the developmental
sequence, most do so within three quarters.

Findings: Entry-Level Course Success

Course completion was also documented for remedial and non-remedial students as
they moved into initial college-level English and math classes. The percentage of
students in each Risk Level who took an initial college-level English or math course and
passed it with a "C" or better within three years after starting at Sinclair (Spring 1994 for
the 1991 Cohort) is presented in Table 3.

TABLE 3
-1.

. ..

'' Percent Completing
' 'Initial College-LeVeUCourses

w After-Three Years
Risk Level English '.' * Math
1 (High remediation) 21.2 15.3
2 (Medium remediation) 50.2 24.1
3 (Low remediation) 55.2 33.6

Levels 1 3 48.9 25.8
4 (No remediation) 38.9 19.0

In general, a larger percentage of students who enrolled in remedial courses
successfully completed initial college-level courses in English and math within three
years than students who did not take remedial courses.

Completion of initial college-level math for degree-seekers was similar, except that the
magnitude of difference was notably less, with only a 1% differential (26% of remedial
students and 25% of the Risk 4 group successfully completed initial college-level math).
50% of both remedial and non-remedial degree-seekers successfully completed initial
college-level English courses by the end of three years.
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Findings: Graduation

The one area in which Risk Level 4 students (no remediation taken) had greater
success than those who did take remediation was graduation rate. The overall
graduation rate for degree-seekers in the 1991 Cohort by Spring 1994 (three years
later) was 4.9%; the rate for Risk Level 4 was 8.0%. Table 4 presents graduation rate by
Risk Level for degree-seekers from the 1991 Cohort. (Graduation rates for all cohorts
are found in Table G of the Appendix).

TABLE 4
Degree-Seekers

Risk Level
Percent Graduated

After 3,Years
1 (High remediation)
2 (Medium remediation)
3 (Low remediation)
4 (No remediation)

0.8
2.6
4.3
8.0

Among those who enrolled in remedial courses, students from the group that enrolled in
the highest level of developmental courses (Risk Level 3) were the most likely to
graduate after three years.

Looking at retention and performance data for degree-seekers of the 1991 Cohort six
years (Spring 1997) after they entered Sinclair, the following points should be noted:

13% of degree-seekers who took developmental courses (Risk Levels 1 - 3) and
16% of the non-remedial degree-seeking students graduated.
Students in Risk Level 3 (low risk) had the highest graduation rate of all degree-
seeking students after 6 years (18.4%).

TABLE 5
Degree-Seekers

Risk Level,
Percent .Graduated

After,Wefirs
1 (High remediation) 9.6
2 (Medium remediation) 11.4
3 (Low remediation) 18.4

Levels 1 3 13.1
4 (No remediation) 15.6

8



7

Current Findings: 1994 Cohort

Although it is interesting to track an older cohort for an extended time, it is also valuable
to see if later cohorts have similar patterns of retention and course completion. As
mentioned earlier, the tracking procedure originally conducted in 1995 was repeated in
1998 and three new cohorts were added: 1994, 1995, and 1996. To date, we have three
years worth of data for only one of these cohorts, 1994, and, therefore, we will compare
it to the 1991 Cohort.

After one quarter, three quarters, and three years, students who took developmental
courses were more likely to be retained than those who did not take developmental
courses. First-to-second quarter retention increased nearly 6 percentage points from
the 1991 Cohort to the later 1994 Cohort.

As was true for the 1991 Cohort (degree-seekers and overall), students who sought
moderate remediation (Risk Level 2) were most likely to complete the developmental
sequence. Improvements from 1991 to 1994 were seen in sequence completion for
the highest and lowest remedial groups.

Those who sought no remediation (Risk Level 4) had the best graduation rate.
However, the rate of graduation for the 1994 Cohort (10.2% for degree-seekers)
improved over the rate of degree-seekers from the 1991 Cohort (8.0%).

There were no real differences in initial college-level English and math completion
rates for remedial or non-remedial students in either cohort, regardless of degree-
seeking status.

Within each cohort, a larger percentage of students in the developmental risk groups
successfully completed initial college-level math and English than did those who
took no remediation.

After three years, students in Risk Level 3 (low remediation) had the best retention
rate both overall and for degree-seekers only, regardless of the cohort year.

Tables H and I in the Appendix give more detailed information on the 1991 and
1994 Cohorts.

Conclusions

This study raises several challenges to the "common perception" hypotheses the
institution examined. One surprising finding was that persistence rates were lower
among students who did not enroll in developmental education courses than among
students who did enroll in such courses. Somers (1992) and Lavin, et al. (1997) noted
in their studies of persistence at open-admission urban universities that, among
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students leaving such institutions, those in good academic standing outnumbered those
not in good standing. So, there is evidence that confounds the usual presumption that
the highest rates of persistence are associated with the most academically prepared
students. There may be a Hawthorn effect operating here regarding developmental
students: the additional attention and support these students receive to overcome
academic deficiencies may help them achieve a greater degree of academic integration
than is achieved by students who begin at an institution ready for college-level
coursework.

There does appear to be some credence to the perception that remedial students can
find themselves perpetually unable to complete their remedial sequence. However,
within the remedial subpopulations there were notable differences. Students in Risk
Level 1, who were enrolled in high levels of remediation were much less likely to
complete the remedial sequence than students of the other risk groups. Approximately
42% of all remedial students successfully completed the sequence in less than one
year, yet it is noteworthy that those who took medium level remediation outpaced the
group that took only minimal remediation.

Compared to the non-remedial (Risk Level 4) group, a higher percentage of the total
remedial population successfully completed either an initial college-level English or
math course.

Graduation rates of the non-remedial group were better than the rates of students who
enrolled in developmental education courses. However, the graduation rates (after
three and six years) of degree-seeking remedial students increased 10 percentage
points, from 2.9% (after three years) to 13% (after six years). The graduation rate of
non-remedial degree-seeking students went up just 8 percentage points during the
same period (8% to 16%).

So, who is at risk? If we define "at-risk" as more likely to leave the institution or less
likely to complete initial college-level English or math classes, it is the non-remedial
student who is more at-risk. Perhaps it is now an obligation of community colleges to
rethink their strategies and promote student persistence in terms of both at-risk and not-
at-risk students.
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TABLE H
Percent Completing (Courses and Degree)

After 3 Years
1991 Cohort

OVERALL COHORT
(N = 2,817)

Developmental Sequence

DEGREE-SEEKERS
(N = 2,358)

Developmental Sequence
Risk Level 1 22.6 Risk Level 1 24.8
Risk Level 2 52.0 Risk Level 2 52.5
Risk Level 3 32.8 Risk Level 3 31.9
Risk Levels 1 3 44.3 Risk Levels 1 3 44.7

Initial College-Level English 1
Risk Level 1 21.2
Risk Level 2 50.2
Risk Level 3 55.2
Risk Levels 1 - 3 48.9
Risk Level 4 38.9

Initial College-Level Math

Risk Level 1
Risk Level 2
Risk Level 3
Risk Levels 1 3

Risk Level 4

15.3
24.1

33.6
25.8
19.0

L Graduated

Risk Level 1
Risk Level 2
Risk Level 3
Risk Levels 1 3

Risk Level 4
Overall

0.7
2.5
4.0
2.7
5.8
4.1

27

Initial College-Level English
Risk Level 1 22.4
Risk Level 2 51.2
Risk Level 3 56.1
Risk Levels 1 - 3 50.0
Risk Level 4 49.6

Initial College-Level Math

Risk Level 1 16.0
Risk Level 2 24.4
Risk Level 3 33.2
Risk Levels 1 3 26.0
Risk Level 4 24.8

Graduated

Risk Level 1 0.8
Risk Level 2 2.6
Risk Level 3 4.3
Risk Levels 1 3 2.9
Risk Level 4 8.0
Overall 4.9

18



19

TABLE I
Percent Completing (Courses and Degree)

After 3 Years
1994 Cohort

OVERALL COHORT
(N = 2,207)

Developmental Sequence

DEGREE-SEEKERS
(N = 1,951)

Developmental Sequence

Risk Level 1 32.2 Risk Level 1 31.9
Risk Level 2 47.2 Risk Level 2 47.5
Risk Level 3 44.2 Risk Level 3 43.7
Risk Levels 1 - 3 45.1 Risk Levels 1 3 45.1

Initial College-Level English Initial College-Level English
Risk Level 1 21.7 Risk Level 1 21.2
Risk Level 2 43.0 Risk Level 2 43.4
Risk Level 3 62.0 Risk Level 3 62.1
Risk Levels 1 3 46.2 Risk Levels 1 - 3 46.4
Risk Level 4 43.3 Risk Level 4 52.5

Initial College-Level Math Initial College-Level Math
Risk Level 1 18.3 Risk Level 1 17.7
Risk Level 2 22.5 Risk Level 2 22.7
Risk Level 3 35.1 Risk Level 3 35.9
Risk Levels 1 3 25.5 Risk Levels 1 3 25.7
Risk Level 4 18.3 Risk Level 4 23.0

Graduates Graduates

Risk Level 1 0.9 Risk Level 1 0.0
Risk Level 2 2.2 Risk Level 2 2.3
Risk Level 3 5.4 Risk Level 3 5.5
Risk Levels 1 3 3.0 Risk Levels 1 3 2.9
Risk Level 4 7.6 Risk Level 4 10.2
Overall 4.8 Overall 5.4

28



ERIC Reproduction Release Form http://www.gseis.ucla.edu/ERIC/release.html

BACK

ERIC is funded by the
National Library of Education / Office of Educational Research and Improvement

06 qoo '3:30

U. S. Department of Education
Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

Reproduction Release Form

For each document submitted, ERIC is required to obtain a signed
reproduction release form indicating whether or not ERIC may reproduce the
document. A copy of the release form appears below or you may obtain a form
from the Clearinghouse. Please mail two copies of your document with a completed
release form to:

ERIC Clearinghouse for Community Colleges
3051 Moore Hall, Box 951521
UCLA
Los Angeles, CA 90095-1521

If you have any questions about submitting documents to ERIC, please phone:
1-800-832-8256

I. Document Identification

Title: Patterns of Progress: Student Persistence Isn't Always Where You Find It

Author(s): Doug Easterling, Joan Patten, Donna Krile

Date: July 1998

II. Reproduction Release

A. Timely and significant materials of interest to the educational
community are announced in the monthly abstract journal of the ERIC
system, "Resources in Education" (RIE). Documents are usually made
available to users in microfiche, reproduced paper copy, and
electronic/optical media, and sold through the ERIC Document
Reproduction Service (EDRS)or other ERIC vendors. Credit is given
to the source of each document. If reproduction release is granted,
one of the following notices is affixed to the document.

ODUCE THIS MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY:

(signature)

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

--OR--

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS MATERIAL IN OTHER THAN PAPER COPY
HAS BEEN
GRANTED BY:

(signature)

1 of 2 8/10/98 11:03 AM



ERIC Reproduction Release Form http://www.gseis.ucla.edu/ERIC/release.html

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

B. If permission is granted to reproduce the identified document, please
kECK ONE of the options below and sign the release.

Permitting microfiche (4" x 6" film) paper copy, electronic, and
o- ptical media reproduction (Level 1).

Permitting reproduction in microfiche, and in electronic media
f- or ERIC subscribers only (Level 2A).

Permitting reproduction in microfiche only (Level 2B).

Documents will be processed as indicated provided quality permits. If
permission to reproduce is granted, but neither box is checked, documents
will be processed at Level 1.

C. "I hereby grant to the Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)
nonexclusive permission to reproduce this document as indicated.
Reproduction from the ERIC microfiche or electronic/optical media by
persons other than ERIC employees and its system contractors requires
permission from the copyright holder. Exception is made for non-profit
reproduction by libraries and other service agencies to satisfy information
needs of educators in response to discrete inquires."

Name: Doug

Signature:

Organization:

Position:

Address:

Tel. No.:

Zip Code:

E-mail:

Sinclair Community College

Director, Institutional Planning & Research

444 W. Third Street, Dayton, OH 45402-1460

(937) 512-2854'

45402-1460

deasterl@sinclair.edu

III. Document Availability Information

(Non-ERIC Source)

If permission to reproduce is not granted to ERIC, or, if you wish ERIC to
cite the availability of the document from another source, please provide
the following information regarding the availability of the document. (ERIC
will not announce a document unless it is publicly available, and a
dependable source can be specified. Contributors should also be aware that
ERIC selection criteria are significantly more stringent for documents
which cannot be made available through EDRS).

Publisher/Distributor:

Address:

Price Per Copy:

Quantity Price:

IV. Referral to Copyright/ Reproduction Rights Holder

If the right to grant reproduction release is held by someone other than
the addressee, please provide the appropriate name and address:

2 of 2 8/10/98 11:03 AM


